UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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No. 95-7117

RONALD JERRY SAWER,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

EDWARD MURRAY; R A, YOUNG LARRY HUFFMAN;

WARDEN OSBORNE; G D. JOHNSON, CORRECTI ONAL
OFFI CER RUSSELL; BOB STAMPER, Sergeant; LONN E
SAUNDERS;  CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER  HUMPHRI ES;

V. V. GRANT; CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER WARNER; COR-

RECTI ONAL OFFI CER M NTER; CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER
WAGNER; LI EUTENANT DOSS; JOHNNI E RUSSELL; COR-

RECTI ONAL OFFI CER SHEFFY; CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER
CREGGAR, CORRECTI ONAL OFFI CER BLEVI NS,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Wstern
District of Virginia, at Roanoke. Jackson L. Kiser, Chief District
Judge. (CA-94-389-R)

Submitted: Novenber 16, 1995 Deci ded: January 29, 1996

Before M CHAEL and MOTZ, Gircuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.




Ronal d Jerry Sawyer, Appellant Pro Se. Mark Ral ph Davis, OFFI CE OF
THE ATTORNEY CGENERAL OF VIRGANIA, Richnond, Virginia, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district court's orders denying his
notions for sanctions and default judgnent. He al so appeals from
the denial of his notion to vacate the court's orders denyi ng ap-
poi nt ment of counsel, petition for habeas corpus ad testificandum
and various default notions. W dism ss the appeal for |ack of
jurisdiction because the order is not appeal able. This court may
exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28 US. C. § 1291
(1988), and certaininterlocutory and col |l ateral orders, 28 U. S. C.

§ 1292 (1988); Fed. R Cv. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Indus-

trial Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The order here appealed is

nei ther a final order nor an appeal abl e interl ocutory or coll ateral
or der.

W di snmiss the appeal as interlocutory.” We di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

" We deny Appellant's notions for appointnment of counsel
"Motion for Award of Expenses of Modttion on Appeal,” "Mtion to
Amend Injunction Into a 42 U . S.C. [8] 1983 [1988] Conplaint wth
Rel i ef Prayer At Concl usion of Clains," "Mtionfor Relief of Oder
Due to Mstake," notion for sanctions, and notion for default
j udgment .



